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WATERGATE QUESTIONS FOR THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, since its 
inception, the Senate Watergate Com- 
mittee has repeatedly sought a meeting — 
at the White House — with President 
Nixon. In all cases, the White House has 
refused to respond to these requests. In 
executive session on January 23, 1974, 
the committee unanimously agreed to 
submit written questions to the President. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that a copy of a letter from Senator 
Lowell Weicker, Jr. to Mr. Samuel 
Dash ; a copy of letter from Mr. Dash to 
Mr. James D. St. Clair, transmitting 
the questions to the White House; a copy 
of a letter from Mr. St. Clair to Mr. Dash 
acknowledging receipt of the questions 
by the White House; and a copy of the 
questions that were sent to the White 
House, all to be printed in the Record. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows : 

February 5, 1974. 

Mr. Samuel Dash, 

Chief Counsel and Staff Director, Select 
Committee on Presidential Campaign 
Activities, Dirksen Building, Washing- 
ton, d.g. 

Dear Sam : I enclose herewith, questions 
for the President of the United States pur- 
suant to the resolution of our Committee 
passed on January 23, 1974. 

I would appreciate your transmitting same 
to the White House immediately. 

With warm regards. 

Sincerely, 

Lowell Weicker, Jr., 

V.S. Senator. 

Select Committee on Presidentlal 
Campaign Activities, 

Washington, D.C., February 6, 1974. 
Hon. James St. Clair, 

Special Counsel to the President, 

The White House, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. St. Clair: Enclosed are questions 
prepared by Senator Lowell Weicker of 
Connecticut. 

At its meeting on January 23, 1974, the 
Senate Select Committee unanimously passed 
a motion approving the submission by any 
member of the Committee, questions to the 
President relating to matters covered by Sen- 
ate Resolution 60. This action was taken as 
a result of the refusal of the President to 
meet with the Committee for the purpose 
of responding to questions on the record. 



The Committee believed that specific ques- 
tions any member of the Committee wished 
to put to the President for the President’s 
response should be submitted to the Presi- 
dent in the interest of fairness prior to the 
Committee’s preparing and filing its report. 
Sincerely, 

Samuel Dash, 

Chief Counsel. 

The White House, 

February 6, 1974. 

Mr. Samuel Dash, 

Chief Counsel, Select Committee on Presi- 
dential Campaign Activities, New Senate. 
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Dash: I acknowledge receipt of 
your letter of February sixth with the en- 
closure described therein. 

This material will be called to the Presi- 
dent's attention for such action as he shall 
determine. 

Sincerely, 

James D. St. Clair, 
Special Counsel to the President. 



Executive Clemency Discussions as Early 
July 1972 

Question 1: When John Ehrlichman dis- 
cussed executive clemency with you 1 in July 
1972,- prior to any indictment, trial, or con- 
viction, why didn’t you ask how such a mat- 
ter could possibly relate to what was being 
called a “third rate burglary? ” 3 



footnotes 

1 The Presidential Statement of August 15, 
1973, confirms that there was such a dis- 
cussion with Mr. Ehrlichman in July 1972: 

“Indeed, I made my view clear to Mr. 
Ehrlichman in July 1972, that under no cir- 
cumstances could Executive clemency be 
considered for those who participated in the 
Watergate break-in.” (p. 3) . 

2 Mr. Ehrllchman’s testimony is a little 
more explicit: 

“Mr. Dash. Did you at any time meet with 
the President and discuss Executive clem- 
ency? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Yes. 

Mr. Dash. When? 

Mr. Ehrlichman. In July 1972. 

**«:«:* 

We had; a, long walk on the beach on that 
particular day and we talked about a lot of 
subjects and this was one of the subjects we 
talked about.”" (Co mm ittee transcript p. 
2848-2849).” 

Mr. Ehrlichman’s Identification of the 
beach would place the date of this conver- 
sation on July 8, 1972. A reference to his logs 
shows that to be the only beach conversa- 
tion in July 1972: 
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July 8, 1972 

12:45-2:05 p.m., President met witli Ehr- 
lichman; President and Ehrlichman to patio 
adjacent office. 

2:14-2:29 p.m.. President motored to Red 
Beach, with Mr. Ehrlichman. 

4:41-5:03 p.m., President met with Mr . 
Ehrlichman., San. Clemente' Red Beach to 
San Clemente Residence- (Ehrlichman logs) . 

There would, be no. tapes of such a con- 
versation. Nevertheless, Mr. Ehrlichman’s. ex- 
planation for raising the subject is interest- 
ing: 

Mr. Ehrlichman. Because it seemed to me 
as an organizational proposition that sooner 
or later somebody was going to raise this is- 
sue and X thought it would be a very good 
idea to talk it through with the President 
before it came up in any specific context, and 
find out exactly where we stood.” (Commit 
tee transcript p. 2848) . 

It is hard to imagine what “organizational 
proposition” is being referred to, or why 
sooner or later somebody was inevitably go- 
ing to raise the issue . . . unless somebody 
would know they had the White House in a 
vulnerable position. 

It is interesting to note the President’s 
statements contradict Ehrlichman on all 
points. First, the President has said “it was, 
on occasion, suggested as a result of news 
reports that clemency might become a fac- 
tor,” (Press Conference, November 17, 1973, 
p. 6, emphasis added). Mr. Ehrlichman’s ver- 
sion of the reasons for their discussion makes 
no mention of news report problems. The 
President claims to have discussed clemency 
offers only in July 1972. Research uncovers 
no news report that clemency might be a 
factor, as of July 1972. The President’s state- 
ment also contradicts Mr. Ehrlichman by im- 
plying that clemency was “suggested.” 

3 As of July 8, 1972, the most notable com- 
ment direct from the White House was Press 
Secretary Ronald Ziegler's statement of June 
20, 1972: 

“I’m not. going to comment from the White 
House on a third-rate burglary attempt.” 



REQUESTS FOR FBI REPORTS DURING THE 
FBI INVESTIGATION 

Question 2: On August 29, 1972, you 
stated: “ . . . within our own staff, under 
my direction, counsel to the President, Mr. 
Dean, has conducted a complete investiga- 
tion. . . .” (Italics added) 

On March 2, 1973, you stated: “I will sim- 
ply say with regard to the Watergate case 
what I have said previously, that the investi- 
gation conducted by Mr. Dean, the White 
House counsel, in which, incidentally, he 
had access to the FBI records on this par- 
ticular matter because I directed him to 
conduct this investigation. . . .” (Italics 
added) 

On April 5, 1973, you stated: “Because I 
asked my counsel, John .Dean, to conduct a 
thorough investigation of alleged involve- 
ment in the Watergate episode, Director 
Gray was asked to make FBI reports avail- 
able to Mr. Dean.” (Italics added) 

On October 19, 1973, one of the overt acts 
of the conspiracy to which John Dean pleaded 
guilty was :. a “4. In or about July and Oc- 
tober, 1972, John W. Dean, III requested L. 
Patrick Gray, acting Director of the FBI, to 
provide him with reports of information ob- 
tained during the FBI investigation.” 

In light of your August 29, 1972, March 2, 
1973, and April 5, 1973, statements that you 
directed the Dean investigation, what is the 



difference in your measure of responsibility 
from that of John Dean? 



* Ttiis was a plea to an Information, in- 
stead of by indictment made on October 19, 
1973, as to a Conspiracy to Obstruct Justice 
and Defraud the United States of America. 
(U.S. v. Dean, D.D.C.,. No. 886-73) . 



UNETHICAL CONDUCT IN THE HANDLING OF THE 
DEMOCRAT’S CIVIL SUIT 

Question 3: When you were told on Sep- 
tember 15, 1972, s about private contacts be- 
tween CRP lawyers and the judge in the 
-democrat’s civil lawsuit, 0 what steps did you 
take to ascertain the truth of such highly 
unethical conduct? 7 



5 The Democratic Party had brought a $1 
million civil suit against the Watergate de- 
fendants and other election officials, charging 
a conspiracy to commit political espionage. 
As of September 15, there was great concern 
that depositions and/or a trial 'before the 
election might be very damaging to the Presi- 
dent and the Re-election Committee. 

0 John Dean’s testimony as to what he told 
the President on September 15, 1972, Indi- 
cates a clear explanation of ex parte con- 
tacts (unethical, out-of-court meetings) with 
the Judge: 

“The President then asked me about the 
civil cases that had been filed by the Demo- 
cratic National Committee and the Common 
Cause case and about the counter suits that 
we had filed. I told him that the lawyers at 
the Re-election Committee were handling 
these cases and that, they did not see the 
Common Cause suit as any real problem be- 
fore the election because they thought they 
could keep it tied up in discovery proceed- 
ings. I then told the President that the law- 
yers at the Re-election Committee were very 
hopeful of slowing down the civil suit filed 
by the Democratic National Committee be- 
cause they had been making ex parte con- 
tacts with the judge handling the case and 
the judge was very understanding and trying 
to accommodate their problems. The Presi- 
dent was pleased to hear this and responded 
to the effect that, “Weil, that’s helpful.” 
(Committee Transcript p. 958). 

Testimony by Mr. Haldeman, who had" 
listened to the September 15 tape before 
testifying, confirmed that the matter had 
been discussed: 

“There was some discussion about Judge 
Richey hearing the civil case and a comment 
that he would keep Roemer McPhee (the 
Comimttee lawyer) abreast Qf what was hap- 
pening.” (Committee Transcript p. 2889). 

7 Canon 7 of the. Code of Professional Re- 
sponsibility, Ethical Consideration 7-35 
states:: 

“All litigants and lawyers should have ac- 
cess to tribunals on an equal basis. Gen- 
erally, in adversary proceedings a lawyer 
should not communicate' with a judge rela- 
tive to a matter pending before, or which 
is to be brought before, a tribunal over which 
he presides: . . 

A lawyer is entitled only to being informed 
about thd status of the case in open court, 
formal in-chambers proceedings, or Inquiries 
to. the clerk. Clearly such routine proceed- 
ings, which are the only proper ways of dis- 
cussing; the progress of a case, would never 
merit the characterization of being kept 
abreast of what was happening.” That im- 
plies an initiative by the Judge and/or a 
type of unilateral briefing— a Judge doesn’t 
keep & lawyer abreast of what is happening; 




